indeed plausible that Rhesus monkeys and many other animals are worse off in the actual world, in which persons exist, than they would be if no persons existed. But Agar cannot straightforwardly extrapolate from this observation to claims about how mere persons would be affected by the existence of post-persons, for there is an important disanalogy between the two cases: in the actual world, persons frequently mistreat animals, but in the world with post-persons that Agar is imagining, they never mistreat mere persons. Given Agar's assumption, the relevant case from which to extrapolate is not the actual world, but one in which persons existed and treated animals only in morally justified ways. It is not so clear that other animals would be worse off in this world than they would be if no persons existed. Whether they would depends on whether and to what degree morality requires persons to compensate other animals for harms they inflict on them, something which Agar does not discuss. If these moral requirements are stringent, so that animals would not be made worse off, all things considered, by the existence of persons who never mistreated them, then Agar would have no grounds for supposing that mere persons would be made worse of by the existence of post-persons who, likewise, never mistreat them.
Perhaps more importantly, however, even if mere persons would be made worse off, overall, by the existence of post-persons, it might nevertheless be morally permissible to create post-persons, as I have tried to show elsewhere. [2] This is because the creation of post-persons could be justified by considerations other than its consequences for mere persons. One possibility is that the creation of post-persons would be justified simply because the lives of post-persons would often be valuable in themselves. It is plausible that post-persons would be capable of enjoying extremely rich and fulfilling livesperhaps lives much more fulfilling that any that a mere person could live-and we might have reasons to bring about such lives. In doing so we would be adding something of value to the world.
By way of analogy, consider the following case:
The world is populated with all of the same sentient animals that currently exist with the exception that there are no persons. You are a God-like observer charged with the task of deciding whether to bring persons into existence, de novo. Bringing persons into existence will make the lives of all other sentient animals worse, in part because it will make them more liable to sacrifice, but the persons will themselves frequently enjoy rich and fulfilling lives (of the sort that many persons enjoy in the actual world).
In this case, bringing persons into existence would impose harms on other sentient animals. Moreover, these harms are uncompensated. Nevertheless, it is not at all clear that it would be wrong for you to bring persons into existence. You seem to have some reason to bring it about that persons, with their (sometimes) rich and fulfilling lives, exist, and these reasons may outweigh reasons not to harm other sentient beings. Similarly, we may have reasons to bring post-persons into existence. If these reasons to create post-persons are stronger than our reasons not to harm those who remain mere persons, then creating post-persons will be justified. Though the harms imposed on mere persons would not be compensated, they would be outweighed.
The case for creating post-persons might become stronger still if we created postpersons not de novo, as I have been assuming, but by providing status enhancements to mere persons. In this setting, if those individuals who underwent status enhancements retained their identities, then they might be benefitted by making the transition to postpersonhood. This transition would, after all, make them less liable to sacrifice. Thus, not only would we be adding something of value to the world, we would be benefitting individual persons, something that we plausibly have reason to do. These are possibilities that Agar does not consider. In assessing whether it would be wrong to create post-persons, Agar views matters only from the point of view of those who remain mere persons. He considers whether the creation of post-persons would be good or bad for these mere persons. But the creation of post-persons could be justified for independent reasons: because the lives of those post-persons are good in themselves, or because the creation of post-persons would benefit those who make the transition to post-personhood.
